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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is in response to the amendment received on January 31, 2008. The Examiner 
acknowledges that claims 1, 2, 30, 63, & 64 were amended, no claims were canceled, and no new claims 
were added. Therefore, claims 1 -64 are currently pending. 

Claim Refections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particulark pi .inline « >ut and distinctb claiming die subject matter 
which the applicant regards as his invention. 

Claims 1-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to 
particularly point out and distinctiy claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 recites the limitation "the at least one gaming machine" in the last limitation of the claim. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. Applicant recently amended the earlier 
part of claim 1 to recite a plurality of gaming machines, thus, the latter part of claim 1 should be amended 
accordingly. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The follow ing is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for 
the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) die invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this 
count n . more than one \ ear prior to the dale of application for patent in the United States. 

Claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 15, 26-31, 36, 37, 43, & 54-62 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Rowe et al. (U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0103027, published August 1, 
2002). 
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Claims 1 & 30: Rowe et al. disclose the same invention including a system for use with a gaming 
system, the gaming system for implementing a player tracking system and having a plurality of 
gaming machines on a casino floor playable by a player (figure 1 [game playing area 70, gaming 
machines 22a-22e, & player tracking server 28), comprising: 

a remote device, the remote device being embodied in a mobile computer which may be 
carried on a the casino floor by a user who is not the player (abstract, figure 1 [portable transaction 
device 24], and at least paragraphs 001 1 & 0140, where the portable transaction device or PTD is a 
mobile computer having at least a processor, memory, display and a means for inputting data); and 

a host computer coupled to at least one gaming machine by a network and including a 
remote network interface coupled to the remote device for exchanging data between the host 
computer and the remote device, the data including sign-up information entered by the user on the 
remote device to enroll the player in the player tracking system, the host computer for creating a 
player account in response to receiving, and as a function of, the sign-up information and storing the 
player account in a database, the remote device being coupled to the remote network interface by a 
wireless connection (see at least paragraphs 0018, 0104, and 0105, figure 1 [player tracking server 28 
is the host computer, PTD 24 is the remote device, and at least one game machine 22a, all of which 
are coupled or connected to one another via a network link as illustrated, further where the PTD is 
specifically connected to the network via wireless network link 72], & note: the disclosure 
throughout references a player account, profile or the like, where enrolling within a player tracking 
system inherently creates an account in the player tracking server's database for saving account 
information associated with the player that was enrolled into the tracking system). 

Regarding claim 30, given the structure above with respect to the apparatus or system, Rowe 
et al. also implicitly disclose the method for enrolling the player into the player tracking system using 
the system described above. Specifically, Rowe et al. clearly provide the PTD to the casino personal 
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for use in player tracking and enrolling new players, where the PTD would require a form to be 
filled out with the player's personal identification information, where upon filling out the form, the 
information is be sent to the player tracking server where a player account or profile is created in 
response to sending the tracking server sign-up information, such as personal identification 
information associated with the player wishing to enroll into the player tracking system (paragraphs 
0104-0107). 

Claims 2, 27, 28, 31, 55, 56, & 59-62: Rowe et al. disclose that the PTD is used by the user to 
establish an ID number of unassigned ID card, where PTD optionally has the feature to print a 
temporary card for the player as the player is signing up, thus, this unassigned card having an ID is 
then assigned to the player and the information is transmitted to the player tracking server for the 
purpose of creating the player account and associating the player's personal information with the 
player's account number and password for the player tracking system (see at least paragraphs 0106 & 
0107). Regarding claims 27 & 28, the data as discussed above includes a player's ID card number, 
which can be considered a personal identification number itself. Regarding claims 59-62, the PTD 
has a card reader (paragraph 0012). 

Claims 8, 9, 36, & 37: Rowe et al. disclose the PTD has a graphical user interface that comprises 
electronic forms, where Rowe et al. disclose at least one form being a form to initiate a rating session 
for a particular player. As Rowe et al. also discloses the enrollment process for enrolling a new player 
into the player tracking system, it would appear inherent or simply implicit that the graphical user 
interface at the PTD would include an electronic sign-up form to begin the enrollment process. 
Further, this sign-up is used for the purpose of gathering personal information of said new player to 
transmit the information to the player tracking server to create an account and officially enroll the 
player into the system. 
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Claims 15 & 43: Rowe et al. disclose the host computer or player tracking server includes a database 
for maintaining the player tracking system, the remote network interface coupled to the database for 
retrieving and storing data therein (see at least the abstract that discloses a wireless link connects the 
player tracking server to the PTD, where the server is adapted to store player identification and 
game play data). 

Claims 26 & 54: Rowe et al. disclose that when a player elects to participate in a rewards program 

via the player tracking system, the player may be requested for various information (i.e. sign-up 

information), such as a name, address, birth date, and the like (paragraph 0091). 

Claims 29, 57, & 58: Rowe et al. disclose providing a signature to the PTD. The signature may be 

inputted into the PTD via a stylus, thereby implying the display includes a touch screen (paragraph 

0120). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness rejections 
set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in section 102 of 
1 his title, if the differences between the subject nutter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject mullei- 
ns a w hole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which 
said subject matter pertains. Paicntabilin shall n< it be negativ ed In the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 3-7, 10-13, 22-25, 32-35, 38-41, 50-53, 63, & 64 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Rowe et al, as applied to claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 15, 26-31, 36, 37, 43, & 54-62, where applicable. 
Claims 3-5 & 32-34: Rowe et al. disclose the invention substantially as claimed except for explicitly 
disclosing the wireless connection (figure 1 [wireless link 72]) specifically uses the IEEE 802.11 
standard, and further specifically lacks disclosing the use of IEEE 802.11b or IEEE 802.1 lg. 
However, regardless of such a deficiency, it would have been well within the ordinary level of skill 
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for the designer of the Rowe et al. system to use any of the protocols mentioned above. These 
protocols are notoriously well known in the art as standard wireless network protocols, where 
further it is notoriously well known in the art that IEEE 802.11b has a bandwidth maximum of 
approximately 11 Mbps and IEEE 802.1 lg has a bandwidth maximum of approximately 54 Mbps. 
Thus, the Examiner submits that the claimed wireless network protocols are notoriously well known 
in the art as described above and any person of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made would have found it an obvious matter of design choice to utilize one of these commonly 
available wireless protocols for use in the wireless portion of the system disclosed by Rowe et al. 
Claims 6, 7, 10, 22-25, 35, 38, 50-53, 63 & 64: Rowe et al. disclose the invention substantially as 
claimed except for explicitly disclosing the graphical user interface is particularly of a web design, 
such that the software of the PTD executes within a web client. Rowe et al. do disclose a specific 
graphical user interface for interaction between the PTD and the user such that the user is able to go 
thru a menu system to specifically carry out various gaming transactions such as enrolling new 
members into the player tracking system, initiating ratings for players, awarding comps, or the like. 
Via this menu system, each of the limitations of claims 6, 7, & 22-25 appear to be met except for the 
lack of a disclosure that the menu system or the various servlets are web-based and are executed 
within a web client. Rowe et al. disclose a server interface in conjunction with the PTD and the 
graphical user interface, where the service interface allows for a variety of functions to occur 
specifically a login function to allow the user to login and a menu function to navigate the graphic 
and service interfaces (paragraphs 0014, 0017, 0045-0049, & 0082; see also figure 5 showing an 
example menu layer). Clearly there is some type of software designed for the PTD and the gaming 
system disclosed by Rowe et al. to carry out transactions, however, there appears to be no specific 
disclosure as to what platform, language, or any specific information as to the software. To those of 
ordinary skill in the art programming specific functions from various languages are considered to be 
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obvious variants or art recognized equivalents for the same purpose, such as writing code for a 
program to carry out a function in C++ or in java (which may be executed within a web client). 
Thus, the Examiner concludes that it would have been a mere matter of obvious design choice to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize a web client executing 
equivalent code to perform the same functions as disclosed by Rowe et al. simply w ithin the 
confines of a program code that is executable within a web client computer program. The language 
that the program is written in does not appear to be critical and would have performed equally well 
in any language given processing means to execute the code on the PTD. Regarding claim 10, Rowe 
et al. disclose the remote device has a processor as discussed earlier and further that the sign-up 
form is accessible through the PTD. The missing disclosure of the web client is obvious using a 
similar rationale as discussed above. Regarding claims 63 & 64, these claims are included within this 
rejection as the claims include limitations directed to the web client. The remainder of claims 63 & 
64 is explicitly disclosed and discussed above with respect to claims 1 & 30. The web client would be 
an obvious design change as discussed above to the existing disclosure of Rowe et al. 
Claims 11-13 & 39-41: Rowe et al. disclose the PTD for retrieving information, such as the player's 
name, address, etc during the sign-up process (paragraph 0091). Addresses are well known to include 
a zip code. However, Rowe et al. fails to disclose a step of confirming the required information is 
entered into the PTD and is correct, where an error message would be sent if the information was 
not correct. However, one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that it is necessary to insure 
sensitive information is correctly provided and entered and if that information is somehow faulty, to 
alert the user. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to display an error message if required information was not provided 
correctly to the user at the PTD. Additionally, systems such as the one disclosed by Rowe et al. are 
typically known to verify the correct town and state were entered into the form by verifying the 
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town and state match a reverse look-up of the zip code entered, thereby assuming and confirming 
correct information was provided. 

Claims 14 & 42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rowe et al., as 
applied to claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 15, 26-31, 36, 37, 43, & 54-62, where applicable, in view of Rowe (U.S. Patent 
No. 7,083,520, hereafter "Rowe2"). 

Claims 14 & 42: Rowe et al. disclose the invention substantially as claimed except for explicitly 
disclosing the player providing the PTD with a room number and the system looking up additional 
player information stored associated with the room number to create a player account in the player 
tracking system simply based on the player's room number. However, in a similar invention 
involving a player tracking system within hotel rooms, Rowe2 discloses that a player is capable of 
being enrolled in a player rewards or tracking system based upon the player's room number. Thus, as 
Rowe2 teaches the missing limitation, and would be motivated to modify Rowe et al. to provide a 
simple way for players that have hotel rooms at the particular casino to enroll into the player 
tracking system. Certain persons may feel the sign-up process is a hassle; however, providing a 
means for the player to simply provide a room number and automatically fetch additional player 
information to establish the player's account would be immensely convenient. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Rowe et al. with the function of enrolling a player into a player tracking system via a simple input of 
the player's room number as described above for the purpose of simplicity. 

Claims 16-21 & 44-49 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rowe et al., as 
applied to claims 1, 2, 8, 9, 1 5, 26-31, 36, 37, 43, & 54-62, where applicable, in view of Ramakrishnan 
(Database Management Systems. 1998, McGraw Hill. ISBN 0-07-050775-9. 
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Claims 16-20 & 44-48: Rowe et al. disclose the invention substantially as claimed except for 
explicidy disclosing a specific type of data storage including a database consisting of tables with first 
data objects coupled to the database tables or a second data object for assembling first data objects. 
However, Ramakrishnan teaches a database for storing data in database tables (page 21, paragraph 2) 
with a plurality of first data objects coupled to the database tables for retrieving and storing data in 
the database tables (page 22, paragraph 2; where relations such as data types are formed within 
tables), at least one second data object coupled to the first data objects for assembling multiple first 
data objects into a third data object (page 21, paragraph 2; where a second object is a database 
collecting all tables of a database). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify the generic network storage disclosed by Rowe 
et al. with the specific table and database related storage system as taught by Ramakrishnan in order 
to provide a more organized and efficient method of accessing and manipulating data. 
Claims 21 & 49: The combination of Rowe et al. & Ramakrishnan teaches the invention 
substantially as claimed except for explicidy disclosing a web client and data formatted into HTML 
for display by the web client. The issue of the web client itself was discussed earlier and is 
incorporated herein, such that the Examiner concluded the web client is an obvious design 
consideration dependent on which language a programmer utilizes to write the software for the 
PTD. Further, one of ordinary skill in the art would recognize that HTML is a well known format to 
receive and display data on a web client, such that HTML is standard programming for a web client. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to format data in HTML for display on the web client. 
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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-64 have been considered but are moot in view of the 
new ground (s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's disclosure. 
See additional relevant prior art references cited in the attached "Notice of References Cited". 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 
Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is 
mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the 
advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS 
from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner should be 
directed to Milap Shah whose telephone number is (571)272-1723. The examiner can normally be reached 
on M-F: 9:30AM-6:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's supervisor, Robert 
Pezzuto can be reached on (571) 272-6996. The fax phone number for the organization where this 
application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see http:/ / pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 
866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or 
access to the automated information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Robert E Pezzuto/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3714 
/MBS/ 



